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Remarks 

Section 102 Rejection 

Claims 1-3, 7-24, 33, 35-38, 42-48, and 51^69 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
102(e) as being anticipated by Ehrman et aL (US 6,753,390). The Applicant traverses 
this rejection. 

The Applicant cancels, without prejudice, claims 33-44 directed to the catalyst 
composition. 

The Applicant first points out that the pending claims are directed to a process, 
not a composition. The Examiner cites the disclosure of Ehrman for the composition it 
discloses, and does not find the process steps being claimed. 

With respect to Ehrman, the Applicant contends that the independent claims 1 and 
44 are novel. In both claims, there is the feature of having the following process step: 

modified Ziegler-Natta catalyst made bv contacting : 

(i) a Ziegler-Natta catalyst comprising a Group 4, 5 or 6 
transition metal; with 

(ii) a modifier comprising a Group 13 metal; the molar ratio of 
the Group 1 3 metal to the transition metal having an upper limit of 
10:1 and a lower limit of 0.01:1. 

The Applicant contends that Ehrman does not disclose these steps. Thus, Ehrman cannot 
be anticipatory of the claims 1 and 44, and the dependent claims therefrom. 

The Applicant thus requests that this rejection be withdrawn. 

Double Patenting 

The double patenting rejection of Claims 33 and 37-38 over claims 1-11 of 
copending U.S. Patent Publication 2005/0038210 is maintained. The Applicant traverses. 
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as these claims are not directed to method of producing a bimetallic catalyst including the 
step discussed above. The claims in the cited publication, on the other hand, are directed 
to a catalyst composition including a fluorided metalloeene supported on a support 
having a particular calcining treatment The process features claimed by the Applicant in 
the present case simply are not present in the claims of the publication. 

According to the MPEP at § 804, a double patenting rejection of the obviousness- 
type is "analogous to a failure to meet the nonobviousness requirement of 3S U.S.C 103" 
with respect to the claims of the first published document. The Applicant contends that 
the claimed invention under such analysis is not be obvious over the cited publication. 

The Applicant requests that this rejection be withdrawn. 

It is submitted that the case is in condition for allowance. The Applicant invites 
the Examiner to telephone the undersigned attorney if there are any other issues 
outstanding which have not been presented to the Examiner's satisfaction. 



Univation Technologies, LLC 

5555 San Felipe, Suite 19S0 
Houston, Texas 77056-2746 
Phone: 713-892-3729 
Fax: 713-892-3687 



October 4, 2005 



Date 




Attorney for Applicants 
Registration No. 45,427 
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